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will stand the test of time, and legisla-
tion that will not change with each 
fleeting majority. That is what the 60- 
vote requirement known as the fili-
buster is designed to address. 

Now, what has been so remarkable to 
me is how Senator SCHUMER’s views on 
the filibuster have changed. Back in 
2005, he said eliminating the filibuster 
would be the ‘‘doomsday for democ-
racy.’’ He was in the minority then. He 
said eliminating the filibuster would be 
the ‘‘doomsday for democracy.’’ 

More recently, when it suited his po-
litical interests, he argued to protect it 
and said that we should—well, this is 
before he was in the majority. He ar-
gued that we ought to ‘‘build a firewall 
around the legislative filibuster.’’ 

During his days in the Senate, Presi-
dent Biden, who served a long time in 
this institution, said: 

This nuclear option— 

That is what he called eliminating 
the 60-vote requirement to close off de-
bate known as the filibuster. 

He said: 
This nuclear option is ultimately an exam-

ple of the arrogance of power. It is a funda-
mental power grab by the majority party. 

That is what he called what Senator 
SCHUMER is trying to do today. He 
called it ‘‘the arrogance of power,’’ and 
he called it ‘‘a fundamental power grab 
by the majority party.’’ 

Our friends across the aisle used the 
filibuster numerous times to block ma-
jority-proposed legislation when they 
were in the minority. They filibustered 
countless bills on everything from pan-
demic relief to police reform. 

Now, when it is politically conven-
ient and expedient, they flip-flop. They 
have gone from defending this con-
sensus-building rule to declaring it 
public enemy No. 1. 

I could use a lot of examples, but I 
will just use this one from our col-
league Senator DURBIN, the majority 
whip. 

Just a few years ago, Senator DUR-
BIN, a distinguished Member of this 
body and part of the Democratic lead-
ership, said that if the filibuster were 
eliminated, it ‘‘would be the end of the 
Senate as it was originally devised and 
created going back to our Founding 
Fathers.’’ That was just in 2018. 

Last year, he said the filibuster is 
‘‘not the guarantor of democracy. It 
has become the death grip of democ-
racy.’’ 

I guess we can be forgiven if we get 
whiplash trying to reconcile those two 
conflicting positions in a short period 
of 3 years. 

The truth is, this isn’t about some 
noble endeavor saving our democracy. 
This isn’t about just policy differences. 
This is about gaining permanent par-
tisan political advantage by national-
izing our State-run election laws, 
which, by the way, I believe would be 
unconstitutional. 

Democrats simply think it is in their 
best interest to eliminate the 60-vote 
consensus-building rule and to secure 
an easy path for legislation, and that 
may be true—for now. 

But what we have learned from hard 
experience is that there are inherent 
consequences to changing rules in a 
place where your power, where your 
majority is never guaranteed. Elec-
tions happen. Majorities come and go. 
Presidents change political parties. 

In less than a year’s time, Repub-
licans could hold the majority in either 
or both Chambers. In 3 years, a Repub-
lican could be in the White House as 
well. 

Ask yourself this: Would our Demo-
cratic colleagues still support elimi-
nating the filibuster were that to 
occur? If Republicans were in the ma-
jority in the House and the Senate and 
there was a Republican in the White 
House, would they support eliminating 
the filibuster? Not on your life. Would 
they believe that the minority party 
should be silenced, as they apparently 
are arguing for now? Not on your life. 

We don’t have to speculate on 
hypotheticals because we have seen 
this scenario before. Less than a decade 
ago, our Democratic colleagues went 
‘‘nuclear.’’ That is using the termi-
nology that President Biden used when 
he was in the Senate, the ‘‘nuclear op-
tion’’—the rule change to breaking the 
rules in order to change the rules. 

Less than a decade ago, Democrats 
went ‘‘nuclear’’ and eliminated the 60- 
vote threshold for judicial nominees. 
This was a precedent that they them-
selves had established. At the time, 
Leader MCCONNELL said—who has been 
here for a while, who has seen majori-
ties come and majorities go—he said: 

You will regret this, and you may regret 
this a lot sooner than you think. 

Unsurprisingly, he was right. Under 
the previous administration, a Repub-
lican-led Senate, with a Republican in 
the White House, confirmed more than 
230 Federal judges—all thanks to the 
Democrats’ nuclear option rule change. 

If Senator SCHUMER were able to con-
vince Senator MANCHIN and Senator 
SINEMA to blow up the Senate and to 
break the rules, along with others—and 
that is a big if—it might clear the way 
for the legislation they want right 
now. But when the balance of power 
shifts, as it surely will, this rule 
change they are proposing today could 
make it easier for Republicans to pass 
legislation that our Democratic col-
leagues simply abhor—legislation that 
protects the right to life, legislation 
that secures the border and controls il-
legal immigration, legislation that bal-
ances the Federal budget, protects our 
Second Amendment rights, or—take 
your pick—any other changes Demo-
crats would certainly oppose. That 
would be possible if they were to get 
their way temporarily. 

Now, I have heard this argument 
about, well, this is just going to be a 
carve-out. There is no such thing as a 
carve-out under the Senate’s rules and 
precedents. This would be applied 
broadly and allow Republicans to turn 
the tables and to pass legislation 
Democrats dislike by a simple major-
ity if they were to eliminate the 60- 
vote filibuster requirement. 

The truth is that in the Senate, the 
shoe is always on the other foot, even-
tually, which is why no party has ever 
been so shortsighted as to eliminate 
the legislative filibuster in the history 
of the U.S. Senate. 

Fortunately, the Senate is designed 
to allow for deliberation and debate, 
and cooler heads usually prevail. I hope 
the Senators who, along with Senator 
MANCHIN and Senator SINEMA, will re-
main steadfast—and I do believe there 
are other Senators who are of similar 
views, that it would be shortsighted 
and foolish to eliminate the filibuster, 
but simply haven’t attracted attention 
to themselves and let Senator MANCHIN 
and Senator SINEMA take all the slings 
and arrows. But I hope those who op-
pose changes in the legislative fili-
buster will remain steadfast in their 
opposition to such a dangerous change. 

A completely partisan overhaul of 
America’s elections is hardly an effec-
tive way to improve public confidence 
in our elections. It is just the opposite. 
A partisan change in our election laws, 
by nationalizing them, won’t lead to 
improved public trust or more secured 
elections. It is a recipe for fraud, abuse, 
and partisan distrust. 

This rules change in the legislation 
would fast-track and may make some 
activists in the Democratic base happy, 
but it would instill lasting instability 
and distrust in our institutions, includ-
ing our elections. 

I would simply encourage our Demo-
cratic colleagues to reconsider their 
current position based on their past po-
sition and to consider the grave con-
sequences before leading our country 
down this dangerous path. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF LATE SENATOR JOHN ‘‘JOHN-
NY’’ HARDY ISAKSON 

Mr. WARNOCK. Madam President, I 
come to the floor today to honor a 
friend, our late Senator from Georgia, 
my predecessor, Senator Johnny Isak-
son. 

I mourn this great loss with the rest 
of Georgia and people all across our 
Nation, and since his passing, I know I 
have joined many of you in reflecting 
on the countless memories and mo-
ments that we shared with Johnny 
Isakson. 

Without a doubt, Senator Isakson 
cared deeply for Georgia, and he cared 
deeply for our country. He was a pa-
triot, a public servant, and there are 
members of my staff, I am proud to 
say, who used to work for Johnny, and 
they will tell you that he never hesi-
tated to show up. 

I often talk in my other job about 
the ministry of presence. Sometimes, 
half a job is to show up, and he knew 
how to show up for people, whether it 
was paying a visit to an ill patient, the 
ill parent of a staffer, or seeing a dis-
abled veteran. 
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Senator Isakson dedicated years of 

service to our beloved State, to our 
veterans, our families, and our chil-
dren. 

He always made it a point to join us 
at the Ebenezer Baptist Church for the 
annual service and commemoration of 
Martin Luther King, Jr. I always smile 
when I consider the fact that he 
showed up. A lot of politicians showed 
up. He always stayed for the whole 
service, and, I will tell you, it is no 
short service. But Senator Isakson was 
there the whole time as we recognized 
and celebrated Georgia’s greatest son, 
Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Johnny Isakson was my friend. In 
fact, when this country elected its first 
Black President, he recognized the his-
toric significance, although he was in a 
different party. He called me on the 
phone. He thought I might want to be 
there. So I witnessed in person the in-
auguration—the first inauguration—of 
Barack Obama as a guest of Johnny 
Isakson. 

And then, a few years later, when we 
were at a flash point—a flash point of 
division in this country—and there 
were some, as we were approaching a 
State of the Union Address, who were 
saying we should not have the same 
kind of partisan scene where one side 
stands up and the other one sits down, 
that we ought to try to find the ways 
in which we are connected, and the 
folks who work here will all try to find 
somebody. You all might remember 
that. Johnny Isakson reached out to 
me, and I was his guest sitting in the 
House, witnessing for the first time in 
person a State of the Union address. 
And the very first time I stood on the 
floor of this Chamber, I came as John-
ny Isakson’s guest, as Chaplain of the 
day, opening the Senate in prayer. 

He was my friend, which is why I was 
not surprised when he called me up and 
he said: RAPHAEL, I am retiring. I want 
to say good-bye, and I want to come by 
your church. 

So on a Sunday morning, Senator 
Isakson and his wife and other mem-
bers of his family came by. We enjoyed 
conversation in my office, and then I 
shortened my sermon that morning so 
he could say hello to the people of Ebe-
nezer. He left a gift to support our min-
istry to veterans because he was so 
committed to those who give so much 
for our freedom. 

Johnny Isakson always showed up, 
and he was unafraid to work across ide-
ological differences, political dif-
ferences, in our State and our country. 
I will never forget that example of pub-
lic service. 

So this morning, with great apprecia-
tion and admiration for Senator John-
ny Isakson—for a friend—I introduced 
a bipartisan resolution with Senator 
OSSOFF, honoring the life and the leg-
acy of Senator Isakson, that is cospon-
sored now by all of my 99 Senate col-
leagues. 

He brings us together in death the 
same way he did in life. He is a model 
of public service, an example to future 

generations of leaders on how to stand 
on principle to make progress, while 
also governing with compassion and a 
heart for compromise. 

I hope we can all remember the les-
sons of Senator Isakson’s service, al-
ways looking for ways to make friends, 
to move our State and Nation forward, 
and, when that doesn’t work, looking 
for how we can make, as he called it, 
‘‘future friends.’’ 

I bring these lessons and other advice 
Senator Isakson gave me to my work 
for Georgia here in the Senate. I am al-
ready looking forward to next year’s 
bipartisan barbecue which Senator 
Isakson started and we carried on this 
year in his honor. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with all of my colleagues—all of 
them—for the love of the people we 
serve and the spirit of our beloved 
friend, Senator Johnny Isakson. May 
my predecessor and friend live forever 
in our hearts and spirits. He was an up-
standing elected official and an even 
better man. 

Blessed are they who die in the 
Lord’s sense of spirit, for they rest 
from their labors, and their deeds do 
follow them. 

God bless his memory and bless his 
family with the peace of God that sur-
passes human understanding. 

Madam President, as if in legislative 
session, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of S. Res. 484, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 484) honoring the life 

and legacy of late Senator John ‘‘Johnny’’ 
Hardy Isakson. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. WARNOCK. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and that the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 484) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Florida. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2895 

Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-
dent, last month I was proud to see the 
Senate come together in a bipartisan 
effort and pass a Congressional Review 
Act measure to overturn President 
Biden’s unconstitutional Federal vac-
cine mandate on private businesses. In 
that bipartisan vote, a majority of U.S. 

Senators sent a clear message that 
these job-killing mandates are wrong 
and have no place in our country’s 
fight against COVID–19. 

Then, just days after Christmas, 
President Biden said something very 
interesting. While he was talking with 
Governors about the COVID–19 pan-
demic, he admitted: 

Look, there is no Federal solution. This 
gets solved at a State level. 

This is President Biden’s message: 
States should be leading the effort. 
Now, that doesn’t mean there isn’t a 
role for the Federal Government. But 
what we have seen from the Biden ad-
ministration is no progress, just wors-
ening cases, and the horrible job-kill-
ing consequences of his unconstitu-
tional mandates on private businesses. 

I want to be clear: His unconstitu-
tional mandates are job killers. Back 
in October, the Federal Reserve re-
ported that vaccine mandates were 
widely cited by businesses as a reason 
for low labor supply and hiring and re-
tention issues. It was a finding my Re-
publican colleagues and I have been 
warning about for months before their 
report, and it is directly tied to infla-
tion. 

When the labor supply is reduced, 
prices go up, and families, especially 
those on low and fixed incomes, suffer. 
Restaurants, grocery stores, gas sta-
tions, and small businesses all have to 
charge more. 

I heard about a restaurant owner in 
St. Petersburg, FL, who had to take 
certain items off the menu because 
they simply cost too much, and he 
can’t pass the cost on to his customers. 
He has even seen the price of oil and 
to-go boxes more than double. 

I talked to an operator of a food bank 
in Osceola County, FL. She used to see 
15 families each day, and now she is 
seeing upward of 70 families. Food 
prices have gone through the roof. It is 
more expensive for her to get food to 
give to people hurting at the very time 
demand is up. This is the reality for 
families and small businesses all across 
America, and vaccine mandates do 
nothing but make these problems even 
worse. 

I can’t imagine why, just when our 
country is working to get back on its 
feet, the President of the United States 
would be pushing policies that kill 
jobs, but that is exactly what he is 
doing. Now lockdown-loving Dr. Fauci 
and President Biden want to double 
down on their insane mandates and are 
considering forcing every American 
who wants to fly to show proof of vac-
cine before boarding an airplane. This 
is just another Orwellian response from 
the Biden administration and radical 
Democrats that does nothing to pro-
tect the American people. 

Providing information about the 
virus, providing tests, supporting vac-
cine and therapy developments, and 
getting the economy back on track 
should be the only role of the Federal 
Government in this pandemic. 

Congress has to take a stand and pro-
tect the American people from these 
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